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ABSTRACT 
 
This paper provides an analysis of Japanese hybrid factories in Australia in a 
context of labor relations aspect of the Japanese management and production 
system.  The paper argues that the labor relations aspect of the Japanese system 
is the most successful transfer to Australia.  In its second part the paper 
compares the data from Australia with Tetsuo Abo’s research in the UK and the 
US where ‘labor relations’ is the most successful transfer detected by Abo.  This 
paper is not a reconstruction of Abo’s hybrid framework but instead seeks to 
draw a qualified comparative analysis using Abo’s results.  The paper argues that 
there is a parallel between research findings from the UK, the US and Australia 
in terms of the success of labor relations that is inherent to the Japanese 
management and production system.  It is suggested that future research can 
investigate this point with larger comparative data sets.   
 
JAPANESE MANUFACTURERS IN AUSTRALIA 
Japanese transnational corporations began manufacturing in Australia in the 
1960s.  Some examples of factory start up dates are: Toyota Motor Corp Australia 
(Melbourne, 1963), Nissan (Sydney, 1966), Matsushita (Sydney, 1968). There 
were also several smaller Japanese companies that began manufacturing in 
Australia in the 1960s and the 1970s.  Aisin, Daikin, Denso, Toyota Motor 
Corporation Australia, YKK, Nissan Casting, Shinagawa, Yazaki, Sansetsu are 
examples of companies that still manufacture in Australia.  Hence many 
Japanese companies have long been a part of the local labor market.  While 
Japanese factories in Australia predate the ones in the US and the UK there are 
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many reasons for this phenomenon, the main one being the high Australian 
tariffs against imports at the time which encouraged these companies to set up 
production in Australia (Bayari 2008, Drysdale 2010, Edgington 1990).  The 
Japanese system of management and production has been shown to be 
transferable and adaptable to foreign environments (Abo 2007a: 2).  Pudelko and 
Harzing (2010) state that there is a debate on whether one is able to speak of a 
specific ‘management model’ referring to a set of identified management practices 
attributable to a particular country and that if the differences within one country 
are not at least as significant as differences between various countries.  They 
conclude however that the term ‘management model’ specific to a country is 
justified especially given the differences between major economies such as Japan, 
Germany and the US.  From the 1980s onwards the Japanese management and 
production practices were transplanted into the UK and the US (Dunning and 
Lundan 2008: 136-138).  This process took place in Australia earlier and 
Japanese factories have long been a part of the local manufacturing sector, 
industrial relations system and the labor market.  Labor relations are inherently 
a part of a country’s social, political and economic institutions.  These institutions 
have a reciprocal relationship with foreign corporations that invest in the host 
country (see Dunning 2007: 21).   
 
One of the aims of this paper is to discuss how the Japanese factories in 
Australia can be compared to Japanese factories in the UK and the US.  The 
Japanese factories overseas are defined as ‘hybrid factories’ and they differ from 
one another in terms of their degree of ‘hybridity’, according to Abo (2007a).  The 
way in which the Japanese management and production system is modified in 
transfer (which is its ‘application’) is called ‘adaptation’, of which the hybridity is 
the end result (Abo 2007a: 11-12).  Cultural distance in transnationals’ overseas 
subsidiary management is a major factor (Shenkar 2001).  Australia is culturally 
closest to the UK and the US despite the geographical distance and such distance 
is a factor for foreign subsidiaries in Australia and their performance levels 
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(Harzing and Noorderhaven 2006a: 169).  In the Anglo-Saxon nation-states in the 
last three decades, the dominant method of economic governance has been 
dubbed neo-liberal economics (Cahill 2002: 21-26).  Although neo-liberal economic 
orthodoxy has also spread elsewhere, it is referred to as Anglo-Saxon or Anglo-
American capitalism because of its geographical and cultural origins (Dore 2002: 
11-12).  The UK and the US are, like Australia, market-oriented systems (see 
Hirst and Thompson 1999: 224).   Australia, like the Anglo-Saxon nations of 
Canada, New Zealand and the US, used to be colonial economic extension of the 
UK.  In terms of market structure and capital formation Australia has more in 
common with these countries than any other.  Australia has embraced neo-liberal 
economics and the Anglo-American model of the market as much as Canada and 
New Zealand did.  In fact Australia’s adoption of neo-liberal economics is highly 
related to the fact that it is a nation that is part of the sphere of the UK and the 
US.  Australian industries are largely extensions of the multinational firms from 
the UK and the US (Nicholas et al. 2003: 7). One other possible explanation 
(which will need to be left to future research) for these common points is that it is 
the peculiarity of the Japanese system that has led to this outcome.  Home-
cultures of transnational corporations can have global effects.  The more 
homogenous the home-country of a transnational corporation, the stronger the 
country-of-origin effect is (Noorderhaven and Harzing 2003: 20).  
 
Research that focus on foreign transnationals in Australia lack comparisons with 
data from the UK and the US (see Johnston 2004, Nicholas et al. 2003, Nicholas 
et al. 2005).  This paper provides such a comparison by looking at data from Abo 
(2007b).  It is evident that the US and the UK data in Abo (2007b) and Kumon 
and Abo (2004) have some common points with the findings in Japanese factories 
in Australia in one particular area: labor relations.  Abo (2007b) describes the 
extend and the volume of the JMNESG (Japanese Multinational Enterprise 
Study Group) database and compares the results from the UK with that of the 
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US.  New JMNESG data on the US is also included in a forthcoming publication 
and can contribute to this discussion (see Kawamura 2011). 
 
The structure of Abo’s data analysis is different from that of the Australian data 
presented herein.  Abo and his colleagues carried out a medium size field 
research in Australia the results of which is not published (Abo 2009).  Professor 
Abo communicated to the author that while the ‘measurement method’ the 
author utilises in this paper is different from Abo’s own (2007a), the ‘similarities’ 
in the results in Abo’s UK and US data and the Australia data, as presented 
here, are real and should be explored by further research (Abo 2009).  This paper 
attempts to make the case for this point and hence it is a form of preamble.  
Previous Australian studies on Japanese factories have not made any 
comparisons to other Japanese factories outside Japan (Iida 1983, Dedoussis 
1990, Edgington 1987, Hoshino and Varvel 1987, Hutchison and Nicholas 1994, 
Jackson 1991, Negandhi et al. 1985, Newell 1984, Nicholas 1995, Nicholas & 
Purcell 1998a, 1998b, 2001, Nicholas et al. 1996a, Orpen and Viljoen 1985, 
Otsuka 1984, Park et. al 1997, Purcell et al. 1999a, Sekine 1992, Shadur et al. 
1995, Yamanaka 1991).  Thus while many research were carried out on Japanese 
factories in Australia there have been little effort in connecting their results with 
factories in other countries.  In its latter part, this paper provides such a 
connection. 
 
THEORISING TRANSNATIONAL MANAGEMENT 
There has been substantial debate on whether Japanese corporations will 
eventually assume a Western model of labor management (Tokoro 2005: 43).  
There appears to be no immediate prospect of the Japanese organisational model 
form “converging” on the Anglo-Saxon model (Olcott 2009). Even though the core 
of the Japanese management style endures, this debate continues (Schonberger 
2007: 417). The term ‘cross-vergence’ is used to hypothesise the way in which 
Japanese and other management styles can influence each other (Ralston et al. 
2008: 8).  While there may be similarities between Japanese and Western 
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management styles, the differences are pronounced and articulated in the way in 
which a global manufacturer succeeds or not (Tung 2008: 44). Transnational 
corporations transfer their core competences to their overseas operations 
(Pudelko and Harzing 2006, Pudelko and Mendenhall 2007).  This is the basis 
their competitive advantages.  Moreover, the place corporations have in society 
also significantly is different in Japan in comparison to Anglo-Saxon economies 
(Witt 2008: 49).  However firms from Anglo-Saxon economies have been able to 
adopt the Japanese management and production practices (Robinson 2003: 439).  
This shows the applicability of these practices in different social, cultural and 
economic environments. 
 
Australian researchers have previously utilised Dunning’s ‘eclectic paradigm’ in 
their analyses of Japanese manufacturers in Australia (Bayari 2004, 2001, 
Beeson 1999, Edgington 1990, Nicholas 1995, Nicholas and Purcell 1998a, 1998b, 
2001, Nicholas et al. 1996a, Purcell et al. 1999a).  According to Dunning, the 
choice of location of transnational foreign investment is not wholly determined by 
a distinct corporate strategy (Dunning 2005).  Transnational corporations have 
organisational advantages which stem from management of production (Dunning 
1988b: 106).  The advantages that are transferred overseas can be ‘ownership-
specific advantages’ (tangible assets and practices) vis-à-vis firms of other 
nationalities.  When a firm uses these advantages it its output it also has 
‘internalization advantages’.  Further, the firm will gain ‘locational advantages’ if 
it utilises its ‘ownership-specific advantages’ overseas (Dunning 1988b: 26).  
Transnational production can be explained by different configuration of these 
conditions (Dunning 1988c: 204).  For example, in their Australian operations, 
Japanese manufacturers, Matsushita and Fuji Xerox have used their advantages 
based on their ownership of ‘industrial ecology’ technologies.  They instituted 
ecologically sustainable production and management practices in their Sydney 
factories in high skill and high-end technology environments (Benn et al. 2006: 
106-108). Fuji Xerox calls the production system in its Sydney factory “eco-
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manufacturing” and is a winner of the prestigious Museum of Sydney Eureka 
Prize, Environment Section.  When the author visited the former Matsushita 
factory in Sydney in 2001, the company was installing a lead free soldering 
system, which was the third ever case in the world at the time.  Hence, in 
Australia Japanese companies have transferred technologies that their 
competitors did not posses. 
 
The concentration of foreign investment by the transnationals of a country in the 
host country is primarily a manifestation of their respective gross domestic 
products and the bilateral trade (Dunning et al. 2007b).  Japan has been a major 
investor in Australia which has consistently enjoyed a trade surplus in the 
bilateral trade (Bayari 2008, 2004). Japanese manufacturing corporations’ 
subsidiary and headquarters relationship is quite differentiated in comparison to 
the corporations of other nations (Harzing and Noorderhaven 2006b).  
Organisational advantages of firms of one nationality can be transferred to their 
affiliates in another country if cultural and ideological factors allow it (Dunning 
2006: 217).  By proxy, such a transfer is possible from one country to several 
countries especially if the recipients have common cultural traits.  One important 
question is whether such common cultural traits are conducive to the transfer of 
particular sets of practices of the Japanese system (such as those relating to 
labor relations) to all the recipients.  The ‘organisational, locational and 
internalisation components’ can be considered holistically to account for the 
increasing interdependence in the economic activities of both firms and countries 
(Dunning et al. 2007a:  22).  The trend that Dunning et al. (2007a) present is 
apparent in Toyota Motor Corporation’s investment patterns in Australia and its 
new productive capacity to manufacture hybrid vehicles (Spinks 2009, Hagon 
2010).  In this instance competitive advantage refers to the hybrid technology 
because Toyota is the only corporation that manufactures hybrid vehicles in 
Australia. The government has created a multi million dollar initiative for eco-
friendly manufacturing including automobiles (Blackburn 2009).  In 2004-2009 
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Toyota Motor Corporation has invested close to a billion dollars in Australian 
manufacturing (TMCA 2010).  In terms of ‘location advantages’ which brings in 
Japanese investment, Australian government has a $6.2 billion investment in the 
automotive industry for 2010-2020 (Automotive Australia: 2010).  This 
replenishes the previous $4 billion fund for 2001-2010 (ACIS 2010).   
 
Foreign investment decisions have a reciprocal relationship with location 
advantages (Dunning 2004).  For example, the three big US auto manufacturers 
(versus foreign manufacturers in the US) altogether have historically possessed 
the largest share of the US market (Rothstein 2006).  They possess locational 
advantages in investment decisions at home.  Japanese investment in Asia 
Pacific region (where Australia is located) became a vertically oriented efficiency 
response to the competitive advantages of the investing firms in line with 
endowments of recipient nations (Dunning et al. 2007a).  Dunning’s ‘OLI 
components’ of the eclectic paradigm reflect the changing nature of the 
competitive advantages of investing firms and the host country.  It is possible 
that neo-liberal market policies, as defined above, have allowed the possibility of 
‘labor relations’ component of the Japanese system to be transferred to the US, 
the UK and Australia in the same manner. 
 
AUSTRALIAN LABOR AND MANAGEMENT RELATIONS AT WORKPLACE 
Management and production practices that govern the labor relations have long 
been part of Japanese style management and are still operational (Carr and 
Pudelko 2006: 84-88). Especially on ‘the shopfloor level’, the Japanese 
management and production system is likely to remain a socially oriented labor 
process in comparison to styles in other countries (Okabe 2002: 296).  As a 
management style it is able to absorb challenges posed by new social norms (Cole 
et al. 2006: 320).  The Anglo-Saxon economic discourse of labor management, 
driven by neo-liberal deregulation, gained prominence in the 2000s but the 
Japanese management and production system, especially its labor-management 
relations continue to be used (Vernon 2006: 400-411).  Labor relations strategies 
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in the Japanese management style reinforce the totality of the management and 
production practices (Schonberger 2007: 403-404). 
 
The ‘labor and management relations at workplace’ is a major issue in Australia 
which cyclically suffers chronic shortages of skilled labor (see Weller and Webber 
2001).  At the same time the pool of excess skilled labor is not readily 
transferable between sectors due to many factors (Beer and Thomas 2007).  
Under the Japanese management and production system quantity and quality of 
work are far more structured and controlled in manufacturing than other sectors 
(Kanai and Wakabayashi 2001: 131).  So, the labor and management relations at 
workplace is evermore crucial for manufacturing.  The paper will now consider 
labor relations in Australia in terms of legislation, management literature and 
practice. 
 
The notion of “communication”, interpersonal and at intra-firm level, is a major 
element of the Japanese management and production system (Yamaguchi 2005).  
Japanese and Australian employees who work in Japanese transnational 
corporations in Australia can often have different work attitudes due to several 
factors including those that are cultural (Jackson 1991, Neustupny 1991). 
Potential miscommunication hazards are present in work interactions between 
Australians and Japanese due to cultural differences (Soutar et al. 1999: 203).  
Potential communication issues at workplace may also arise due to the 
multicultural nature of the labor market in Australia (Sekine 1987).  In needs to 
be noted that in Australia the labor market’s cultural, ethnic and linguistic 
demographics are fluid due to migration from many countries (skilled and semi-
skilled) which may serve to disallow theoretical frameworks that originate from 
concepts such as cultural power distance and power relations (see for example 
Hofstede 1991, 2001).  As a consequence there is a scope for the use of Japanese-
style management and production practices to create a standardized approach to 
work among all the employees.  The hybrid management style (and its 
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variations) in Australia that developed  within Japanese transnational 
corporations came about because the Japanese management and production 
practices were able to function within Australia’s industrial relations system 
(Purcell et al. 1999a, Yamanaka 1991, 1995).  For example, Toyota Motor 
Corporation was successful in negotiating the coverage of its entire workforce 
within a single union (which is a nation-wide trade union with members in many 
manufacturing firms) representation.  A single union representation in one major 
manufacturing facility was a rarity at that time (the exact form of Japanese style 
company-based unionism does not exist in Australia). 
 
It is not easy to define the Australian style of management on clear terms given 
the traditional effects of the British style in Australia and the postwar input of 
the American management style. Australia’s business culture is often 
characterised by the low opinion that managers have of their labor force (Burgess 
1989: 26).  It is sometimes identified as an inward looking business culture 
(Townsend 1988: 330). Australian corporations have a poor innovation and 
entrepreneurial reputation (Kabanoff et al. 2000: 44-45). Further, transnational 
corporations’ Australian subsidiaries are characterised by lower levels of 
research, innovation and development capabilities in comparison to the 
subsidiaries in other countries (Harzing and Noorderhaven 2006a).  Management 
culture is a product of social organisation.  Due to a lack of sufficient integration 
between Australia and the rest of the world, management and production 
practices in pursuit of productivity have not been easy to develop in Australian 
corporations (Beeson 1997: 167).  See, for example, Graen et al. 1999 for a 
discussion of a Japanese factory in Sydney which was plagued by wild cat strikes 
and low quality production.  Overall, Japanese corporations began developing 
strong inter-firm links in Australia quite early on (Edgington 1987: 19).  The 
connections between the two countries are multidimensional.  Japanese economy 
is known to transmit its business cycle fluctuations to Australia (Selover and 
Round 1996: 569-571). 
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RESTRUCTURING THE MANUFACTURING WORK IN AUSTRALIA 
In the last two decades Japanese ‘lean production’ has maintained profitability 
while the ‘Fordist-Taylorist’ model began facing a harsh ‘global mega-
competition’ (Kawamura 2007: 41).  The stagnation of the Fordist-Taylorist 
model in the Anglo-American world began in the 1970s (Reich 1992: 3).  Japan 
and Germany long ago rejected the Taylorist division of labor that, along with 
intense mechanisation, formed the basis of Fordism, and instead applied skilled 
labor at the production line (Lipietz 1992: 39). These nations continued to 
compete successfully with the Fordist work organisation (Lipietz 1992: 39).  By 
the early 1980s many sectors of the Australia’s manufacturing base that were 
designed along the Fordist division of labor were no longer competitive 
(Humphrey 1982: 218).  Hence there developed a deep interest in the Japanese 
management and production system.  By the late 1980s the Japanese 
management and production system was being used in a large scale in Australia 
(Edgington 1990, Sheridan 1992). Japanese foreign investment in Australia is 
connected with the development of the tariff barriers.  A transnational 
corporation’s overseas investment is a defensive move in the sense that ‘a firm 
undertakes production in a foreign country to which it had previously exported 
extensively only when foreign production is necessary to stave off the loss of the 
market to local firms or other MNEs … often [in] a response to increasing trade 
barriers’ (Dunning and Pearce 1985: 135).  Japanese manufacturers set up 
production in Australia to get behind the tariff walls because producing and 
selling in the local market was cheaper than exporting from Japan (Edgington 
1990).  Japanese foreign investment and management practices in Australia 
show that direct investment in Australia’s manufacturing sector means lower 
costs for the investing Japanese firm, an advantage that could not be replicated 
by competing transnational from other countries (Purcell et al. 1999a: 72-74; 
1999b: 80-81).  With the rise of neo-liberal market orthodoxy, this profitability 
was no longer guaranteed and investment in the Australian market began to 
shrink.  Hence from the 1980s onwards trade liberalisation and tariff removal 
began to affect Japanese foreign direct investment (Anderson 1999: 1-5, Beeson 
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1997: 150).  Final example of this is the shut down of the Mitsubishi 
manufacturing facilities in Adelaide in 2008 as the company could not compete 
with cheaper imports despite producing award top award winning products such 
as Magna and 380 models. 
 
The Australian manufacturing sector has experienced two great restructuring 
phases in the last two decades.  In the early 1980s the Labor government used a 
series of political settlements with the business world and the labor movement to 
encourage the expansion of the Japanese management and production practices 
in the Australian manufacturing sector (Reed and Blunsdon 1998, Murakami 
1999).  From the late 1990s onwards the major manufacturing corporations were 
engaged in multi-skilling training and integrating their production into the 
global supply chains (Bramble 2008, Shanahan and Treuren 2003).  Essentially, 
the second stage of restructuring utilised the benefits that were derived from the 
first one (Stilwell 2000).  Overall, the ‘new institutional’ theory’s main axiom (see 
Powell and DiMaggio 1991)  that companies adopt work practices more for 
legitimacy instead of efficiency reasons does not apply in this instance.  In 
Australia from the early 1980s onwards, the government, unions and business 
sought to bring in the Japanese system into play across the industrial landscape 
on the face of a declining manufacturing sector that was severely uncompetitive 
internationally. The Japanese system had already been transferred and applied 
at Japanese factories (Toyota, Nissan, Mitsubishi, Matsushita and Sharp) in 
Australia, since the 1960s.  Australia has been open to foreign mergers and 
acquisitions far longer than many of the OECD nations, due to its alliances with 
the US and the UK and its global exports of raw materials in massive volumes.  
But this ‘openness’ was skewed and economically irrational in many ways which 
are impossible to cover here.  There may be indeed be different perspectives on 
what some of the elements of the Japanese system may mean in Australia, the 
US or the UK, as in a framework of ‘symbolic interactionism’ (see Stryker and 
Stratham 1985, Stryker 2001).  However this paper focuses on Japanese 
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corporations in Australia and their own perspective of the transfer of the 
Japanese system to their own subsidiaries.  The content of a management and 
production practice such as teamwork may be different in GM Holden, Ford 
Australia and Toyota Australia factories in Australia but that will have to be the 
focus of a comparative study.  GM Holden and Ford Australia both adopted 
teamwork from the ‘Japanese system’ along with other practices.  Further on the 
‘institutional theories’ perspective, while other foreign manufacturers use 
elements of the Japanese system which were first brought to Australia by 
Japanese transnational corporations there is no suggestion here of a process of 
‘isomorphism’ (‘coercive’, ‘mimetic’ or ‘normative’) as in Kostova and Roth’s 
definition (2002: 215).  If such a process has occurred in Australia it can only be 
detected by applying the same research criteria to a sample of foreign 
manufacturers from different countries.  This is outside the scope of this paper 
which focuses on Japanese corporations only.  Moreover, from a ‘duality theories’ 
perspective it may be assumed that manufacturers in Australia act in a certain 
way because they are under simultaneous pressure towards integration to the 
rest of the world and adapting to local conditions (see Evans et al. 2002, and 
Guler et al. 2002).  This perspective may prove to be too broad to be utilised on 
this very topic.  Moreover on the theory front for this study of Japanese 
manufacturers in Australia, neither applicable is the original ‘institutional’ 
framework (see Selznick 1957) that the collection of work practices (in this case, 
the Japanese system) may gain acceptance due to their ‘symbolic’ values.  As 
stated above, the Australian business, in its desperation to survive, was pushed 
towards efficiency seeking measures to increase the value extracted from labor 
power.  It is worth noting that Australia has been historically well integrated to 
the world economy because it is a high volume exporter of minerals and fuels and 
its resources sector is largely foreign owned.  Advanced industrial economies 
have come to rely on these steady exports since the post-war boom.  The 
structure of the Australian economy is hence significantly different from other 
OECD nations that export high value added manufactured goods. 
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LEGISLATIVE FRAMEWORK OF LABOR RELATIONS IN AUSTRALIA 
The element of ‘labor and management relations at workplace’ in Australia can 
be understood within a discussion of the framework of neo-liberal deregulation 
and its legislative expression.  In the period subsequent to the Workplace 
Relations Act 1996 (Commonwealth), ‘the exclusion of unions and the removal of 
the processes of collective bargaining’ were reported be ‘critical objectives’ (Deery 
and Mitchell 1999: 14).  Weak employee bargaining power and ‘non-unionised’ 
and ‘high commitment’ labor management strategies  are positively correlated to 
reduction in the collective will of employees to challenge employment conditions 
and managerial authority (Sharpe 2006: 336).  The aim in legislating the 
Workplace Relations Act 1996 (Commonwealth) was to de-unionise the 
Australian workforce and to enhance managerial prerogative (Stewart 1999: 44).  
Consequently, employers’ ‘real unit labor costs’ declined and ‘work stoppages’ and 
their frequency somewhat decreased from the mid-1990s onwards (Perry 2007: 
22, 32-36).  Moreover, organisational structures were flattened and job 
classifications were rationalised (Bamber et al. 2006).   
 
Overall, the introduction of the individual work agreements in the style of the 
Workplace Relations Act 1996 (Commonwealth) meant that there would be no 
legal requirement for a trade union presence at workplaces and that each 
employee could have a separate contract with the employer.  This attitude 
became a part of the Australian business culture but the unions maintained their 
workplace presence especially in the manufacturing sector.  In the 1980s the 
levels of unionisation in Australia was higher in Japanese manufacturers in 
comparison to their UK and the US operations (Pang and Oliver: 1988: 17).  
Australia was a relatively more union-friendly environment at the time.  
However, from the late 1990s onwards, the government-styled individual 
agreements appear to have, to some extent, co-existed with unions, according to 
the results of the author’s research survey (see APPENDIX). By the end of 2001, 
Australian Workplace Agreements had made little impact on the unionisation 
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levels on the manufacturing sector and was covering mainly employees in 
retailing (17 per cent of all agreements), property and business services (16 per 
cent), transport and storage (10 per cent) (Gittins 2003: 48).   
 
Under the 1996-2007 governments’ rule, the Australian labor relations system 
was put through a series of changes that included company-based individual 
work contracts.  But at the same time the 2000s saw a rise in positive business 
opinion towards unions in Australia (Peetz 2002: 57-59).  This is reflected in the 
author’s research survey results in which the ‘labor and management relations at 
workplace’ variable is the most successful among respondent Japanese factories.  
Managerial control in Japanese subsidiaries is largely a matter of communication 
and information management rather than one of behaviour and power (Putti et 
al. 1993: 120).  Variations on the Japanese management and production practice 
of ‘non-union channels of communication’ between the management and the 
employees have come to exist in Japanese transnational corporations in 
Australia (Purcell et al 1999a).  This is a reflection on the conditions of the post-
Workplace Relations Act 1996 (Commonwealth) period. 
 
In the period under discussion there also developed a greater involvement of ‘line 
management’ over work relations and the management practice of direct 
employee supervision (Wooden and Hawke 2000: 35).  Hence from the late 1990s 
onwards the role of the ‘line managers’ increased significantly in conjunction 
with the reorganisation of the Australian work model along the lines of the ‘lean 
production’ model typically associated with the Japanese manufacturing sector 
(Wooden 2000: 195).  Lean production method is not only adaptable to production 
processes in different social systems, but also an embodiment of the historical 
development of manufacturing in the West (Hampson 1999: 369-371).  As a result 
its applications in Australia was deemed unproblematic. 
 
THE AUSTRALIAN DATA 
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The author’s research survey tested management and production practices that 
have long been identified with the Japanese labor management style in Australia 
(Nicholas and Purcell 1999, 1998a, 1998b, Nicholas et al. 1996a, 1996b, 1996c, 
Purcell et al. 1999a).  In the author’s research four groups of management and 
production practices (‘labor and management relations at workplace’, ‘production 
management’, ‘team system’ and ‘structure of work process’) of the Japanese 
management and production system were tested in eighteen corporations to see, 
firstly whether they were transferred to Australia, and if so whether they were 
‘functioning’. In other words, the management responses to the survey indicate 
the levels at which these groups of management and production practices are 
transferred.  As they function in Australia at levels that are different from the 
home base there is a process of change, a transformation of these practices, which 
is called ‘hybridisation’, as per Abo’s definition (2007a). Labor market in 
Australia suffers ‘extensive labor under utilisation’ (the worst in the OECD) due 
to federal government employment policies and dominant employer strategies 
(Campbell 2008: 175-176).  From the 1990s onwards the Australian labor 
relations became characterised by a focus on ‘the performance management’ of 
individual employees (Deery and Walsh 1999: 126).  Australian subsidiaries of 
transnational corporations face less centralised control from the home base due 
to the liberalised nature of the nation’s economy and industrial relations (Fenton-
O’Creevy et al. 2008: 154).  The author’s survey tested the four groups of 
management and production practices but here the focus is on the ‘labor and 
management relations at workplace’.  The period of industrial relations in which 
the survey took place is identified with  ‘replacing collective bargaining with 
individualised bargaining’, effective reduction in demand for ‘union 
representation’ and management practices ‘designed to increase communication 
between management and employees’ (Wooden and Hawke 2000: 37).   
 
According to the survey results, 1981-1990 appears to be the period in which 
most of the factories in the sample started manufacturing (Table 1).  The number 
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of factories in automotive sectors is the highest in the sample, followed by the 
electronics and component manufacturers. 
 
 Table 1: Factory start-up years 
 1956-1960 1961-1970 1971-1980 1981-1990 1991-1999 Total 
Number of factories 2 4 3 6 3 18 
Source: Author’s data (2001) 
 
Table 2: Manufacturing sectors 
 Number of factories 
Electronics manufacturers 5 
Auto manufacturers 2 
Auto-parts manufacturers 4 
Plastics and rubber manufacturers 2 
Component manufacturers  5 
Total 18 
Source: Author’s data (2001) 
 
Table 3: Japanese management and production practices and success scores 
Japanese system in Australian Japanese factories Percentage of factories 
Labor and management relations at workplace 93 
Production management 74 
Team system 69 
Structure of work process 58 
Source: Author’s data (2001) 
 
As apparent in the results shown in Table 3, the ‘labor and management 
relations at workplace’ is reportedly the most successful transfer.  That is, 
ninety-three per cent of the respondents reported this element to be successfully 
functioning in Australia.  In short, the order of success is ‘labor and management 
relations at workplace’, ‘production management’, ‘team system’ and ‘structure of 
work’ but the details of this will have to be the topic of another paper.  Here it 
should suffice say that the nature of labor relations is found to be highly 
satisfactory for the Japanese manufacturing corporations in Australia and the 
association of this finding to the legislative and political developments was 
discussed above.  As Japanese corporations increasingly spread overseas it 
became possible to transfer the elements of the Japanese system into foreign 
environments where ever the right conditions were present.  As pointed out 
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above, Dunning shows that the elements of the Japanese system provides 
advantages to Japanese corporations that corporations from other countries do 
not have.  These advantages have been transferred to Australia as part of the 
Japanese management and production system.  This transfer is symmetrically 
reciprocal with the development and maintenance of hybrid Japanese factories in 
Australia.  
 
TETSUO ABO’S ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK 
The Japanese management and production practices (including quality control, 
flexible work, teamwork, multi-skilling, just-in-time and training) have been 
discussed in Australian research on Japanese factories (Nicholas and Purcell 
1999: 6, Purcell et al. 1999a: 75).  The author’s research survey draws from the 
terminology of other Australian studies in its construction.  In the past four 
decades Australia has hosted numerous Japanese factories that were studied in 
terms of their management and production practices (Nicholas 1995, Nicholas 
and Purcell 1998a, 1998b, 2001, Nicholas et al. 1996a, Purcell et al. 1999a).  
Until now Australian researchers have not directly engaged with the paradigm 
offered by Abo (2007a) and as a result there has not been a connection 
established between these two strands of empirical research. 
 
The author’s data essentially covers the same ground with Abo’s variables 
discussed below even though they are not exactly the same.  Abo’s discussion of 
‘Labor Relations’ group contains the elements of ‘hiring policy’, ‘long-term 
employment’, ‘harmonious labor relations’ and ‘grievance procedure’ (Abo 2007a: 
13).  By contrast, in the author’s research framework, the ‘labor and management 
relations at workplace’ variable consists of three elements that measure the 
success of labor relations: 1) ‘employee-supervisor direct communication’, 2) ‘non-
union employee/management committees’, 3) ‘communication from shop floor up’.  
Therefore, this paper makes no suggestion of a direct comparison between Abo 
and the author’s methodologies. 
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The body of research by Abo (2004a, 2004b, 2004c, 2007b, 2007c, 2007d) on 
Japanese hybrid factories in Europe, Asia and North America have greatly 
enhanced the understanding of the Japanese management and production 
system and the way it operates in foreign environments. Abo’s discussion of 
‘Labor Relations’ in Japanese factories in the UK and the US forms a major 
thrust of his research framework. In Australia there has been research on the 
transfer of the Japanese management and production system to Australia (Iida 
1983, Dedoussis 1990, Edgington 1987, Hoshino and Varvel 1987, Hutchison and 
Nicholas 1994, Jackson 1991, Negandhi et al. 1985, Newell 1984, Nicholas 1995, 
Nicholas & Purcell 1998a, 1998b, 2001, Nicholas et al. 1996a, Orpen and Viljoen 
1985, Otsuka 1984, Park et. al 1997, Purcell et al. 1999a, Sekine 1992, Shadur et 
al. 1995, Yamanaka 1991).  However these analyses have not engaged Abo’s 
framework.  This presented this opportunity to present Abo’s data on the UK and 
US with research findings from Australia.  
 
Abo’s research since the 1980s has culminated in the detection of several distinct 
‘patterns’ of hybridisation: North America, the UK, Continental West Europe, 
Western Europe, Korea/Taiwan, South East Asia, East Asia and Central and 
Eastern Europe (Abo 2007d: 237).  Abo’s data from the UK and the US is of 
particular importance.  Abo’s analytical framework is an orthodox, performance-
oriented approach focusing on efficiency and quality which examines – from the 
viewpoint of Japanese parent companies and their factories in Japan – to what 
extent their competitive advantage has been transplanted overseas (Abo 2007b: 
12).  Abo refers to the process of transfer of the ‘Japanese system’ as ‘application’ 
and its modification in that process as ‘adaptation’, which are both, he argues, 
quantitatively measurable (see Abo 2007a: 12).  Abo’s framework for evaluating 
‘hybridisation’ of the Japanese management and production system is highly 
specific and defined under six main groups of management and production 
practices as shown in Table 4. 
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In Japan the ‘application’ scores for the elements of the Japanese management 
and production system are, by proxy, all ‘5’ and the ‘adaptation’ scores are all ‘1’.  
Outside Japan, in an ideal situation, the reverse would be the case.  If an 
overseas factory implements one of the items in Table 4 one-hundred per cent, it 
would receive an full ‘application’ score of ‘5’ (which means that there has been 
zero modification in its transfer) (Abo 2007a: 11).  This also means that the 
‘adaptation’ score would be ‘1’.  On the opposite extreme, an ‘adaptation’ score of 
‘5’ (and hence an ‘application’ score of ‘1’) would mean there had been no transfer. 
 
Table 4: Abo’s research model of Japanese system  
I Work organisation and administration 
II Production control 
III Procurement 
IV Group consciousness 
V Labor relations 
VI Parent-subsidiary relations 
Source: Abo (2007a: 13) 
 
Every manufacturing facility that is researched, is tested under these six 
elements of management and production system that broadly cover the 
operations of Japanese manufacturers overseas (Abo 2007a: 12).  
 
‘LABOR RELATIONS’ IN THE UK AND THE US 
Abo’s paradigm demonstrates the common points shared by various Japanese 
transnational corporations’ management and production systems in their 
overseas operations.  They are all ‘hybrids’.  The only difference between the 
surveyed factories is the degree of their respective ‘hybridisation’.  Abo’s 
evaluation method allows for specific comparisons between different locations of 
hybrid factories.  The most successful adaptation in the UK and US is the 
element of ‘Labor Relations’ (2007b).  Due to the lack of space there is no 
reproduction of the whole data set.  In Tables 5 and 6, Germany and Hungary, 
despite being placed in the EU as is the case for the UK, have nevertheless 
different scores and ranking.  China and South Korea too have very different 
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scores.  Yet ‘Labor relations’ has the first rank in both ‘US’ data as well as the 
UK data.  ‘Labor Relations’ has the 5th rank in Germany, South Korea and 
Malaysia and third in Hungary and China.   
 
Table 5: ‘Labor Relations’ adaptation scores  
  US 1 US 2 UK Germany Hungary China S. Korea Malaysia 
‘Labor Relations’ 3.7 3.6 3.6 3.0 3.1 3.1 3.3 3.1 
Source: Abo (2007a).  The US (1) (collected in 2001), US (2) (collected in 1989), and UK 
(collected in 1997) data are quoted from Abo (2007b: 13).  China data (collected in 2002) 
is from Abo but quoted by Jia (2007: 192).  German and Hungary data (collected in 
1998) is from Kumon (2007: 164-165).  South Korea and Malaysia data are from Itagaki 
(collected in 1992-1993) (2007: 101, 107-108). 
 
Table 6: Ranking of  ‘Labor Relations’  
  US 1 US 2 UK Germany Hungary China S. Korea Malaysia 
1st * * *       
2nd             
3rd         * *    
4th             
5th       *   * * 
Source: Abo (2007a).  The US (1) (collected in 2001), US (2) (collected in 1989), and UK 
(collected in 1997) data are quoted from Abo (2007b: 13).  China data (collected in 2002) 
is from Abo but quoted by Jia (2007: 192).  German and Hungary data (collected in 
1998) is from Kumon (2007: 164-165).  South Korea and Malaysia data are from Itagaki 
(collected in 1992-1993) (2007: 101, 107-108). 
 
Country-by-country results differ (Abo 2004b: 73).  So the variations in the 
results are not surprising.  But among all the countries, only the UK and the US 
have the first ranking for ‘Labor Relations’.  The degree of ‘hybridisation’ depends 
on local conditions and while an element is transferred and adapted overseas it 
does not necessarily function outside Japan in the same way (see Kumon 2004c: 
268).  The UK and the US data similarity is interesting given the geographical 
distance, difference in market size and their bilateral market relations (i.e. the 
UK is in the EU market-but outside the euro zone, and the US is in NAFTA).  
The UK and the US results and the correlation with Australian data present a 
possible trend of conformity in these Anglo-Saxon economies.  One last detail is 
that the element of ‘Production management’ has the second highest rank in the 
author’s data.  According to the data in Table 5 and 6, Abo’s research ‘Production 
control’ also has the second rank in the UK and the US research.  Hence 
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Australia shares another point with the UK and the US but this finding has to be 
the topic of another paper. 
 
CONCLUSION 
The paper has presented the nature of the change in the Australian labor 
relations system and how this affected the transfer of the Japanese management 
and production system.  It has analysed the labor relations in Japanese hybrid 
factories in Australia followed by a discussion of Abo’s own data from the UK and 
the US.  The success of overseas Japanese plants hinges on how various factors 
constituting the specific aspects of the Japanese management and production 
systems can be modified and transplanted into local operations, effectively 
creating a ‘practical hybrid model’ (Abo 2007b: 26).  It is possible to see the trends 
of ‘hybridisation’ between the ‘Japanese system’ and others  by testing 
‘application’ and ‘adaptation’ paradigm in different countries (Kumon 2004a: 18).  
Future research that can utilise tests of significance may offer other 
measurements of this point.  Overall, the ‘Japanese system’ is a valid as a 
prototype (Abo 2007b: 14) and from the viewpoint of this ‘hybrid management 
model theory’ a ‘trend of global convergence’ is possible for Japanese 
manufacturers around the world (2007b: 33).  In this paper the data from two 
different sources were compared.  On a broader outlook, the level of success of 
labor relations at company level appear to be common to Australia as well as the 
US and UK.  With the use of data from Abo it is possible to study this 
phenomenon.  In the brief analysis offered in this paper it is apparent that the 
data from Australia emphasises the same elements as Abo’s data.   This 
corresponding relationship between Japanese factories in Australia and the other 
two other Anglo-Saxon economies can be validated by further research. One of 
the aims of this paper was to lay bare this point.  The other aim was to show how 
the company level labor relations have been reconstructed, from the late 1990s 
onwards, in Australia and how this affected the transfer of the Japanese system.  
According to the author’s research survey results, the ‘labor and management 
relations at workplace’ element of the Australian data is the most successful 
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transfer from Japan.  What is clear in the results presented here is that the 
Australian environment allowed the development of Japanese factories in 
Australia and the transfer of the Japanese system.  This shows the utility value 
of further research to understand what makes these three economic systems 
homogenous in their responses to the transfer of the Japanese management and 
production practices.  
 
Acknowledgements:  I would like to thank Professor Fumito Matsumura 
(Nagoya City University) and Professor Tetsuo Abo (Teikyo University) very 
much for their help.  
 
REFERENCES 
 
Abo, T. (2004a) ‘An integrated Theory of Management Geography: Japanese 
Hybrid Factories in the Three Major Regions’, pp. 231-246 in V. Gupta (ed) 
Transformative Organizations.  New Delhi: Response Books. 
 
Abo, T. (2004b) ‘Application and Adaptation of the Japanese Production System 
in Europe’, pp. 52-75 in H. Kumon and Abo, T. (eds) The Hybrid Factory in 
Europe.  The Japanese Management and Production System Transferred. 
Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
Abo, T. (2004c) ‘Germany’, pp. 119-134 in H. Kumon and Abo, T. (eds) The Hybrid 
Factory in Europe.  The Japanese Management and Production System 
Transferred. Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
Abo, T. (ed) (2007a) Japanese Hybrid Factories: A Comparison of Global 
Production Strategies. Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave 
Macmillan. 
 
Abo, T. (2007b) ‘Comparison of Japanese Hybrid Factories in the World: 
Generalities and Peculiarities of Patterns in the International Transfer of the 
Japanese Management and Production System’, pp. 1-35 in T. Abo (ed) (2007a) 
Japanese Hybrid Factories: A Comparison of Global Production Strategies. 
Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
Abo, T. (2007c) ‘Discussions’, pp. 196-234 in T. Abo (ed) (2007a) Japanese Hybrid 
Factories: A Comparison of Global Production Strategies. Houndmills, 
Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan. 
  
 
23 
 
 
 
 
Abo, T. (2007d) ‘Concluding Remarks: Japanese Hybrid Factories in Global 
Perspective-Diverging or Converging’, pp. 235-269 in T. Abo (ed) (2007a) 
Japanese Hybrid Factories: A Comparison of Global Production Strategies. 
Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
Abo, T. (2007e) ‘Appendix: Criteria for the Application Scores in the 
Hybridization Evaluation of 23 Items, 6 Groups’, pp. 246-254 in T. Abo (ed) 
(2007a) Japanese Hybrid Factories: A Comparison of Global Production 
Strategies. Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
Abo, T. (2009) My correspondence with Professor Tetsuo Abo.  July 10. 
 
ACIS (2010) Automotive Competitiveness Investment Scheme Fact Sheet 
AusIndustry: Canberra. 
 
Anderson, J. (1999) Australia’s Market Access Agenda Towards Japan Pacific 
Economic Papers 291. 
 
Automotive Australia (2010) Vision 2020 AutoCRC: Melbourne. 
 
Bamber, G., Lansbury, R., Wright, C. and M. Baird (2006) Work Systems and 
Employment Relations in the Australian Automotive Manufacturing Industry’ 
Labour and Employment Relations Association Series.  Griffith University.  
LERA. 
 
Bayari, C. (2008) ‘Japanese auto manufacturers in the Australian market and 
the government industry assistance spending’ The Otemon Journal of Australian 
Studies. 34: 85-105. 
 
Bayari, C. (2004) ‘Japanese Business in Australia and the Australian Economy: A 
Survey of Management Satisfaction’’ The Otemon Journal of Australian Studies. 
30: 119-149.   
 
Bayari, C. (2001) ‘The Transfer of Work Practices by Japanese Multinationals 
Enterprises to Australia A Profile of Firms from Three Industries’ Nijuuseiki no 
Chi to Jissen no Souhatsu ni Mukete.  Keiei Koudo Kagaku Gakkai: 194-216. 
 
Beer, A. and H. Thomas (2007) ‘The Politics and Policy of Economic 
Restructuring in Australia: Understanding Government Responses to the 
Closure of an Automotive Plant’ Space and Polity 11(3): 243-261. 
 
Beeson, M. (1999) Competing Capitalisms: Australia, Japan and Economic 
Competition in the Asia Pacific. London: Macmillan. 
 
  
 
24 
 
 
 
Beeson, M.  (1997) ‘Bilateral Economic Relations in a Global Political Economy: 
Australia and Japan’, Competition and Change.  2: 137-173.  
 
Benn, S. and D. Dunphy and A. Griffiths (2006) ‘Integrating human and 
ecological factors: A systematic approach to corporate sustainability’, pp. 222-240 
in D. Marinova, D. Annandale and J. Phillimore (eds) The International 
Handbook of Environmental Technology Management.  Cheltenham: Edward 
Elgar Publishing. 
 
Blackburn, R. (2009) ‘Australia’s first hybrid car arrives’ The Sydney Morning 
Herald 11 December. 
 
Bramble, T. (2008) Trade Unionism in Australia. Melbourne: Cambridge 
University Press. 
 
Burgess, J.  (1989)  ‘Productivity: A Worker Problem’, Journal of Australian 
Political Economy.  24: 23-37. 
 
Cahill, D. (2002) ‘Funding the Ideological Struggle’ Overland 168: 21-26. 
 
Campbell, I. (2008) ‘Pressing towards full employment? The persistence of 
underemployment in Australia’ Journal of Australian Political Economy 61: 156-
180 
 
Dedoussis, V. (1994) ‘The core workforce-peripheral workforce dichotomy and the 
transfer of Japanese management practices’, pp. in 186-217 in N. Campbell and 
F. Burton (eds) Japanese Multinationals, Strategies and Management in the 
Global Kaisha. London: Routledge.   
 
Dedoussis, V. (1990) ‘Japanese management transferred: the Australian 
Experience’ The Otemon Bulletin for Australian Studies 16: 101-21. 
 
Deery, S. and J. Walsh (1999) ‘The Character of Individualised Employment 
Arrangements in Australia: A Model of “Hard” HRM’, pp. 115-128 in S. Deery 
and R. Mitchell (1999a) Employment Relations, Individualisation and Union 
Exclusion. Sydney: The Federation Press. 
 
Deery, S. and R. Mitchell (1999b) ‘The Emergence of Individualisation and Union 
Exclusion as an Employment Relations Strategy’, pp. 1-16 in S. Deery and R. 
Mitchell (1999a) Employment Relations, Individualisation and Union Exclusion. 
Sydney: The Federation Press. 
 
Deery, S. and J. Nash (1988)  ‘Organisational Change and the Role of Personnel 
and Industrial Relations Management.’ in Palmer, G. (ed) Australian Personnel 
Management.  Melbourne: Macmillan: 165-178. 
  
 
25 
 
 
 
 
Dore, R. (2002) ‘Will Global Capitalism be Anglo-Saxon Capitalism’ Asian 
Business and Management 1: 9-18. 
 
Doremus, P.  N., Keller, W.  W., Pauly, L. W., Reich, S.  (1998)  The Myth of the 
Global Corporation.  New Jersey: Princeton University Press.   
 
Drysdale, P. (2010) Australia and Japan: A New Economic Partnership in Asia. 
Crawford School of Economics and Government. The Australian National 
University. 
 
Dunning, J. H. (1988a) ‘Trade, Location of Economic Activity and the 
Multinational Enterprise: A Search for and Eclectic Approach’, pp. 13-40 in J. H. 
Dunning (1988) Explaining International Production.  London: Unwin Hyman.   
 
Dunning, J. H. (1988b)  ‘Changes in the Level and Structure of International 
Production: The Last One Hundred Years’, pp. 71-119 in J. H. Dunning 
Explaining International Production.  London: Unwin Hyman.     
 
Dunning, J. H. (1988c) ‘The UK's International Direct Investment Position in the 
Mid-1980s’, pp. 203-232 in J. H. Dunning Multinationals Technology and 
Competitiveness.  London: Unwin Hyman.   
 
Dunning, J. H. (2004) ‘Determinants of foreign direct investment: globalization-
induced changes and the role of policies’ in B. Tungodden, N. Stern and I. Kolstad 
(eds) Towards Pro Poor Policies Washington DC: WB. 
 
Dunning, J. H. (2005) ‘Rugman and the Geography of MNE Activity’, pp. 41-57  
in A. Verbeke (ed)  Research in Global Strategic Management Internalization, 
International Diversification and the Multinational Enterprise.  11.  JAI Press. 
 
Dunning, J. H. (2006a) ‘Towards a new paradigm of development: implications 
for the determinant of international business’ Transnational Corporations 15(1): 
173-227. 
 
Dunning, J. H. (2006b) ‘Globalisation and development: Some implications for 
Korean economy and Korean firms’ Journal of International Business and 
Economy 7(1): 1-19. 
 
Dunning, J. H. (2007) ‘FDI, globalization and development’, pp. 13-23 in J. H. 
Dunning and T. M. Lin Multinational Enterprises and Emerging Challenges of 
the 21st Century. Cheltenham, Glos.: Edward Elgar 
 
  
 
26 
 
 
 
Dunning, J. H., Z. K. Kim and C. Lee (2007a) ‘Restructuring Regional 
Distribution of FDI: Convergence between Japanese and US Manufacturing 
FDIs’ Japan and the World Economy 19(1): 26-47. 
 
Dunning, J. H., M. Fujita and N. Yakova (2007b) ‘Some macro-data on the 
regionalisation and globalisation debate: a comment on the Rugman and Verbeke 
analysis’ Journal of International Business Studies 38: 177-199. 
 
Dunning, J. H. and S. M. Lundan (2008) Multinational Enterprises and the 
Global Economy (second edition).  Cheltenham, Glos.: Edward Elgar. 
 
Dunning, J. H. and R. Pearce (1985) The World's Largest Industrial Enterprises 
1962-1983 New York: St. Martin's Press. 
 
Edgington, D. W.  (1990) Japanese Business Down Under: Patterns of Japanese 
Investment in Australia.  Routledge: London. 
 
Edgington, D. W.  (1987) A Short History Of The Brown Coal Liquefaction Pilot 
Plant At Morwell. Victoria.  Working Papers of the Japanese Studies Centre No. 
10.  Japanese Studies Centre.  Clayton, Victoria: Monash University.   
 
Evans, P., Pucik, V. and J. Barsoux (2002) The Global Challenge.  New York: 
McGraw-Hill. 
 
Fenton-O’Creevy, M., P. Gooderham and Nordhaug, O. (2008) ‘Human resource 
management in US subsidiaries in Europe and Australia: centralisation or 
autonomy’ Journal of International Business Studies 39: 151-166. 
 
FJCCIA [Federation of Japan Chambers of Commerce and Industry in 
Australia], Embassy of Japan in Australia and JETRO Sydney (2000) Japanese 
Companies in Australia. Second Survey of the Contribution to Employment and 
Exports of Japanese Affiliated Companies in Australia. 7th July. Sydney. 
 
FJCCIA [Federation of Japan Chambers of Commerce and Industry in 
Australia], Embassy of Japan in Australia and JETRO Sydney [1997] The 
Contribution to Employment and Exports by Japanese Companies in Australia.  
26th May.  Sydney. 
 
Genda, Y. (2005) ‘The NEET problem in Japan’ Social Science Japan September: 
3-5. 
 
Gittins, Ross (2003) ‘Govt’s workplace changes bit of a ho hum, really’ The 
Sydney Morning Herald Weekend Edition February 22-23: 48. 
 
  
 
27 
 
 
 
Graen, G. B., Wakabayashi, M. and Hui, C. (1999) ‘Third Culture Management 
Issues in Two Culture Business Ventures in the United States and the People's 
Republic of China’ Japanese Journal of Administrative Behaviour 13(2): 87-98. 
 
Guler, I., Guillen, M. and J. MacPherson (2002) ‘Global Competition, Institutions 
and the Diffusion of Organizational Practices’ Administrative Science Quarterly 
47: 207-232. 
 
Hampson, I.  (1999)  ‘Lean Production and the Toyota Production System - or, the 
Case of the Forgotten Production Concepts’ Economic and Industrial Democracy 
20(3): 369-391. 
 
Harzing, A. W.  (1999)  ‘Internationalization and the international division of 
labour’ in (eds) Harzing, Anne-Wil and Joris Van Ruysseveldt. International 
Human Resource Management.  London: Sage Publications Inc.   
 
Harzing, A. W. (1997) ‘Response rates in international mail surveys: Results of a 
22 country study’ International Business Review 6(6): 641-665. 
 
Harzing, A. W. (2005) ‘Australian research output in economics and business, 
high volume, low impact?’ Australian Journal of Management 30(2): 183-200. 
 
Harzing, A. W. and N.  Noorderhaven (2006a) ‘Geographical distance and the role 
and management of subsidiaries: The case of subsidiaries down-under’ Asia-
Pacific Journal of Management 23(2): 167-185. 
 
Harzing, A. W. and N.  Noorderhaven (2006b) ‘Knowledge flows in MNCs: An 
empirical test and extension of Gupta & Govindarajan’s typology of subsidiary 
roles’ International Business Review 15(3): 195-214. 
 
Hagon, T. (2010) ‘Aussie hybrid launched’ The Sydney Morning Herald 8 
February. 
 
Hofstede, G. (1991) Culture and Organizations: Software of the Mind.  New York: 
McGraw Hill. 
 
Hofstede, G.  (2001)Culture’s Consequences.  International Differences in Work-
related Values.  London: Sage. 
 
Hoshino, Y. and D. Varvel (1987) ‘A Comparative Analysis of Australian and 
Japanese Companies in the Australian Electronics Manufacturing Industry’  
Oikonomika 23(3 and 4): 25-44. 
 
Hutchinson, D. and Nicholas, S.  (1994) Japanese Multinationals In Australian 
Manufacturing. Pacific Economic Papers.  231.   
  
 
28 
 
 
 
 
Iida, T.  (1983) ‘Transferability of Japanese Management Systems and Practices 
into Australian Companies’ Human Resource Management Australia.  August. 
 
Jackson, S.  (1991)  ‘Australian Industrial Relations and Japanese-Owned 
Businesses’, pp. 109-142 in Japan-Australia Economic Relations in the 1990s.  
Toyama, Y. and Tisdell, C.  (eds)  The Centre for Australian Studies.  Otemon 
Gakuin University.  Osaka.  
 
JETRO (1995) White Paper on Foreign Direct Investment.  Tokyo: Japan 
External Trade Organisation. 
 
Jia, Y. Z. (2007) ‘Japanese Hybrid Factories in Transitional Economies in Central 
and Eastern Europe: with a Focus on Czech, Poland, Hungary and Slovakia’, pp. 
173-195 in T. Abo (ed) (2007) Japanese Hybrid Factories: A Comparison of Global 
Production Strategies. Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave 
Macmillan. 
 
Johnston, S. (2004) ‘Firm strategy, subsidiary type and subsidiary autonomy in 
multinational corporations’ Paper presented at Academy of International 
Business Conference.  Stockholm.  July. 
 
Juran, J. M. (1989) Juran on Leadership for Quality.  New York: The Free Press. 
 
Kabanoff, B., Jimmieson N. L., Lewis, M. J. (2000) ‘Psychological Contracts in 
Australia: A “Fair Go” or a “Not-So-Happy Transition” ‘, pp. 29-46 in Rousseau, 
D. M. and R. Schalk (eds) (2000) Psychological Contracts in Employment, Cross 
National Perspectives Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Kanai, A. and Wakabayashi, M. (2001) ‘Workaholism Among Japanese Blue-
Collar Employees’ International Journal of Stress Management 8(2): 129-145. 
 
Kawamura, T. (ed) (2011) The Hybrid Factory in the United States: The 
Japanese-style Management and Production System Under the Global Economy. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press.   
 
Kitano, J. (1998) Discussions with Junichi Kitano.  Director.  Osaka Prefectural 
Government Australia Office.  Sydney.  January-March. 
 
Kostova, T. and K. Roth (2002) ‘Adoption of an organizational practice by 
subsidiaries of multinational corporations’ Academy of Management Journal 
45(1): 215-233. 
 
Kumon, H. (2007a) ‘Hybrid Factories with Functional Equivalent in Europe’, pp. 
144-172 T. Abo (ed) (2007) Japanese Hybrid Factories: A Comparison of Global 
  
 
29 
 
 
 
Production Strategies. Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave 
Macmillan. 
 
Kumon, H, (2007b) Toyota Motor’s Plant in CEE.  Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin 
fur Sozialforschung Workshop.  November 29-30. 
 
Kumon, H. and Abo, T. (eds) (2004) The Hybrid Factory in Europe. The Japanese 
Management and Production System Transferred. London: Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
Kumon, H. (2004a) ‘Introduction: Analytical Perspectives on Japanese Factories 
in Europe’, p. 1-34 in Kumon, H. and Abo, T. (2004) The Hybrid Factory in 
Europe. The Japanese Management and Production System Transferred.  
Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
Kumon, H. (2004b) ‘’Nissan’, p. 240-245 in Kumon, H. and Abo, T. (2004) The 
Hybrid Factory in Europe. The Japanese Management and Production System 
Transferred.  Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
Kumon, H. (2004c) ‘Conclusion’, p. 265-272 in Kumon, H. and Abo, T. (2004) The 
Hybrid Factory in Europe. The Japanese Management and Production System 
Transferred.  Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan. 
 
Lipietz, A. (1992) Towards a New Economic Order: Postfordism, Ecology and 
Democracy.  Cambridge: Polity Press. 
 
Murakami, T. (1998) ‘The Formation of Teams: A British and German 
Comparison’ The International Journal of Human Resource Management 9(5): 
800-817. 
 
Murakami, T. (1999) ‘Catching the Lean Production Wave: The Post- or Neo-
Fordism Debate in Australia’  Current Research in Industrial Relations  The 13th 
Association of Industrial Relations Academics of Australia and New Zealand.  4-6 
February.  Adelaide.  South Australia.  pp. 155-168. 
 
Negandhi, A. R. and S. Golpira and E. Yuen (1985) ‘The Management Practices of 
Japanese Subsidiaries Overseas’ California Management Review XXVII(4): 93-
105. 
 
Newell, W. H. (1984) ‘Japanese Factories in Australia: is there a Japanese style 
of management in Australia’, pp. 239-246 in Rix, A. and R. Mouer (eds) Japan's 
Impact on the World Nathan: JSAA.   
 
Neustupny, R.  (1991) Australian and Japanese at Morwell: Interaction in The 
Work Domain.  Working Papers in Japanese Studies.  No. 1. Monash University. 
 
  
 
30 
 
 
 
Nicholas, S. (1995) Japanese Foreign Direct Investment In Australia In The 
1990s: Manufacturing, Financial Services and Tourism International Business 
Working Papers 1.  University of Melbourne. 
 
Nicholas, S. and W. Purcell (1998a) Improving Subcontractor Relationships, 
Lessons from Japanese Manufacturing MNEs and their Australian Suppliers.  
Australian Centre for International Business.  Discussion Paper 1.   
 
Nicholas, S. and W. Purcell (1998b) Do Japanese Buyers Learn? A Longitudinal 
Study of Japanese MNE's Subcontracting with Australian Suppliers.  Australian 
Centre for International Business.  Discussion Paper 2.   
 
Nicholas, S. and W. Purcell (1999) Learning at Work?  Short and Long-term 
Learning by Japanese MNEs in Australian Manufacturing.  Mimeo.  
 
Nicholas, S. and W. Purcell (2001) ‘Japanese Subsidiaries in Australia: Work 
Practices and Learning Mechanism’ Singapore Economic Review 46(1): 119-139. 
 
Nicholas, S., D. Merrett, G. Whitwell, W. Purcell and S. Kimberley (1996a) 
Japanese FDI in Australia In The 1990s: Manufacturing, Financial Services and 
Tourism.  Pacific Economic Papers 256. 
 
Nicholas, S.,  D. Merrett, G. Whitwell and W. Purcell (1996b) Report on Japanese 
Foreign Investment in Australia.  Canberra: East Asia Analytical Unit. 
 
Nicholas, S. D. Merrett G. Whitwell W. Purcell (1996c) ‘Japanese Multinationals 
In Australia In The 1990s: Manufacturing, Financial Services and Tourism’ The 
Otemon Bulletin For Australian Studies 22: 17-56. 
 
Nicholas, S., E. Maitland and A. Sammartino (2005) ‘MNE Subsidiaries in 
Australia’ Proceedings of the 47th Annual Meeting of the Academy of 
International Business July 9-12 Quebec City. 
 
Nicholas, S., A. Sammartino and E. Maitland (2003) Do Multinational 
Enterprises Benefit Australia?  Sydney: CEDA. 
 
Noorderhaven, N. G. and Harding, A. W. (2003) ‘The “country-of-origin effect” in 
multinational corporations: Sources, mechanisms and moderating conditions’ 
Management International Review 43(2): 47-66. 
 
Orpen, C. and Viljoen, J.  (1985)  ‘How appropriate is Japanese management for 
Australia’ Management Forum  11(4): 208-222. 
 
Otsuka, K.  (1984) ‘A Brief Survey of Australian and Japanese Industrial 
Relations’ The Otemon Bulletin for Australian Studies 10: 99-107. 
  
 
31 
 
 
 
 
Pang, K. and N. Oliver (1988) ‘Personnel Strategy in Eleven Japanese 
Manufacturing Companies in the UK’, Personnel Review, 7(3). 
 
Peetz, D. (2002) ‘Sympathy for the devil? Attitudes to Australian Unions’ 
Australian Journal of Political Science 56: 32-54. 
 
Perry, L. J. (2007) ‘Neo-liberal workplace reforms in the Antipodes: What impact 
on union power and influence’ Australian Review of Public Affairs 8(1): 19-46. 
 
Podsakoff, P. and D. Organ (1986) ‘Self-reports in organizational research: 
problems and prospects’ Journal of Management 12(4): 531-544. 
 
Powell, W. and P. DiMaggio (1991) The New Institutionalism in Organizational 
Analysis.  Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Pudelko, M. and A. W. Harzing (2006) ‘HRM practices in subsidiaries of US, 
Japanese and German MNCs; transfer adaptation or dominance’ AJB Conference 
Beijing.  23-26 June. 
 
Pudelko, M. and A. W. Harzing (2010) ‘Japanese Human Resource Management: 
Inspirations From Abroad and Current Trends of Change’, pp. in R. Bebenroth 
(ed) International Human Resource Management.  London: Routledge. 
 
Pudelko, M. and M. E. Mendenhall (2007) ‘The Japanese Management 
Metamorphosis: What Western Executives Need to Know About Current 
Japanese Management Practices’ Organizational Dynamics 36(3): 274: 287. 
 
Purcell, W. and S. Nicholas (2002) ‘Japanese business in Australia’, pp. 225-226 
in A. Bird (ed) Encyclopedia of Japanese Business and Management.  London and 
New York: Routledge. 
 
Purcell, W., S. Nicholas, D. Merrett and G. Whitwell (1999a) ‘The transfer of 
human resource and management practice by Japanese multinationals in 
Australia: do industry, size and experience matter’ The International Journal of 
Human Resource Management 10 (1): 72-88. 
 
Purcell, W., S. Nicholas and Chung - Sok Suh (1999b)  ‘Is There A Confucian 
Multinational Type?  A Preliminary Study of Japanese and Korean Multinational 
Enterprises in Australia’, pp. 80-91 in Linking Korea and Australasia for the 
New Century Proceedings of the First Korean Studies Association of Australasia 
Conference.  27 - 28 September.  School of International Business.  University of 
New South Wales.   
 
  
 
32 
 
 
 
Putti, J., K. Singh, W. A. Stoever (1993) ‘Autonomy and Localisation of American, 
European and Japanese MNC Subsidiaries in Singapore’ C. L. Swanson (ed) The 
Dilemma of Globalisation: Emerging Strategic Concerns in International 
Business.  JAI Press.  
 
Reed, K. and B. Blunsdon (1998) ‘Organisational flexibility in Australia’.  The 
International Journal of Human Resource Management  9(3): 457-477. 
 
Reich, R. (1992) The Work of Nations.  New York: Vintage. 
 
Rothstein, J. (2006) ‘The Uncertain future of the American auto industry’ New 
Labor Forum 15(2): 65-73. 
 
Sekine, M. (1987) ‘The Multicultural Workforce in Australia’ Japan Australia 
Relation Project Study No 1. Japan Economic Research Centre.  Tokyo. 
 
Sekine, M. (1992) ‘Labor Problems in Australia’, pp. 65-91 in Sheridan, K. (ed).  
The Australian Economy in the Japanese Mirror. St Lucia: Queensland 
University Press. 
 
Selover, D. D. and Round, D. K. (1996) ‘Business Cycle Transmission And 
Interdependence Between Japan and Australia’  Journal of Asian Economics 7(4): 
569-603. 
 
Selznick, P. (1957) Leadership In Administration.  New York: Harper and Row. 
 
Shanahan, M. and G. Treuren (2003) Globalisation, Australian Regional 
Perspectives. Kent Town, WA: Wakefield Press. 
 
Sharpe, D. R. (2006) ‘Shop floor practices under changing forms of managerial 
control: A comparative ethnographic study of micro-politics, control and 
resistance within a Japanese multinational’ Journal of International 
Management 12: 318-339.  
 
Shenkar, O. (2001) ‘Cultural distance revisited: towards a more rigorous 
conceptualisation and measurement of cultural differences’ Journal of 
International Business Studies 32(3): 519-536. 
 
Sheridan, K (ed) (1992) The Australian Economy in the Japanese Mirror.  St 
Lucia: Queensland University Press. 
 
Shimizu, K. (2000) ‘Transforming Kaizen at Toyota’. Working Paper.  Okayama 
University. 
 
  
 
33 
 
 
 
Soutar, G. N. and Grainger, R. and Hedges, P.  (1999)  ‘Australia and Japanese 
Value Stereotypes: A Two Country Study’ Journal of International Business 
Studies 30(1); 203-217. 
 
Spinks, J. (2009) Toyota’s new local hybrid hero’ The Sydney Morning Herald 8 
September. 
 
Stewart, A. (1999) ‘The Legal Framework for Individual Employment 
Agreements in Australia’, pp. 18-47 in S. Deery and R. Mitchell (1999a) 
Employment Relations, Individualisation and Union Exclusion. Sydney: The 
Federation Press. 
 
Stilwell, F. (2000) Changing Track: A New Political Economic Direction for 
Australia.  Sydney: Pluto Press. 
 
Stryker, S. and A. Statham (1985) ‘Symbolic interaction and role theory’, pp. 311-
378 in G. Lindzey and E. Aronson (eds) Handbook of Social Psychology.  Volume 
1.  New York: Random House. 
 
Stryker, S. (2001) ‘Traditional Symbolic Interactionism, Role Theory, and 
Structural Symbolic Interactionism’, pp. 211-231 in J. Turner (ed) Handbooks of 
Sociology and Social Research.  New York: Springer. 
 
TMCA (2010) ‘Investment’ www.toyota.com.au 22 June.  
 
Taylor, F. W. (1947) The Principles of Scientific Management.  New York: 
Norton.   
 
Townsend, Len. C. (1988) ‘Japanese Labour Relations and Australian Industry’, 
pp. 329-335 in Gill, P. (ed) Australian Personnel Management.  Melbourne: 
Macmillan. 
 
Toyama, Y. and C. Tisdell (eds) (1991) Japan-Australia economic relations in the 
1990s.  Osaka: Otemon Gakuin University.   
 
Vernon, G. (2006) ‘The Potential Management-Dominated Work Organization: 
The Critical Case of Japan’ Economic and Industrial Democracy 27(3): 399-424.  
 
Weller, S. and M. Webber (2001) ‘Precarious employment and occupational 
change’, pp. 160-195 in Borland, J., B. Gregory & P. Sheehan (eds) Work Rich, 
Work Poor, Inequality and economic change in Australia.  Melbourne: Centre for 
Strategic Economic Studies. 
 
Wooden, M. (2000) The Transformation of Australian Industrial Relations.  
Sydney: Federation Press. 
  
 
34 
 
 
 
 
Wooden, M and A. Hawke (2000) ‘The Changing Face of Australian Industrial 
Relations’, pp. 7-40 in Wooden, M. The Transformation of Australian Industrial 
Relations.  Sydney: Federation Press.  
 
Yamaguchi, I. (2005) ‘Interpersonal Communication Tactics and Procedural 
Justice for Uncertainty Management of Japanese Workers’ Journal of Business 
Communication 42(2): 168-194. 
 
Yamanaka, M. (1991) ‘Japanese Boss and Australian White Collar’ Otemon 
Economic Studies 24: 1-23. 
 
Yamanaka, M.  (1995)  ‘Australian Industry Policy and Japanese Multinational 
Enterprises’ The Otemon Bulletin for Australian Studies 21: 1-24. 
 
 
 
